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larity requirement of fourth amendment; whether trial court properly relied on
subsequent DNA reports in determining that prior DNA report, which police had
relied on to establish probable cause for John Doe arrest warrant, identified
suspect with particularity.

State v. Prudhomme (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
State v. Rivera . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 745

Murder; conspiracy to commit assault first degree; unlawful restraint first degree;
unlawful discharge of firearm; carrying pistol or revolver without permit; certifi-
cation from Appellate Court; whether Appellate Court incorrectly concluded that
trial court had not abused its discretion in admitting into evidence DVD con-
taining audio recording of defendant’s alleged confession; claim that audio
recording was inadequately authenticated and, therefore, was inadmissible under
Connecticut Code of Evidence (§ 9-1); claim that unavailability of original
recording rendered subsequent electronic copies of that recording inadmissible
under best evidence rule; claim that Appellate Court incorrectly concluded that
trial court had not abused its discretion when it directed jury to disregard
portions of defense counsel’s closing argument concerning prosecutor’s failure
to ask certain witness for in-court identification of defendant; whether any error
on part of trial court was harmless.

State v. Schlosser (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 923
State v. Siler (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 912
State v. Stephanie U. (Orders) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 903, 904
State v. Sumler (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 916
State v. Tony O. (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 921
State v. Torres . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 208

Murder; carrying pistol without permit; claim that trial court improperly excluded
evidence that state’s witness was assaulted before defendant’s first trial, in viola-
tion of defendant’s sixth amendment rights to present defense and to confront
witnesses against him; whether defendant met his burden of proving that trial
court’s improper exclusion of evidence relating to assault of state’s witness was
harmful; claim that trial court violated defendant’s sixth amendment right to
confrontation and rules of evidence by preventing defendant from impeaching
state’s witness with evidence of her prior criminal convictions.

Stratford Police Dept. v. Board of Firearms Permit Examiners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62
Application for issuance of state pistol permit; administrative appeal; appeal from

trial court’s judgment reversing decision of named defendant, Board of Firearms
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Permit Examiners, ordering issuance of pistol permit to defendant; denial by
plaintiff police department of pistol permit application on basis of applicant’s
prior conviction of criminal possession of controlled substance in New York;
whether trial court incorrectly concluded that statute (§ 29-28 (b) (2) (B)) auto-
matically disqualifies pistol permit applicant with out-of-state conviction that
is equivalent to conviction under statute (§ 21a-279) proscribing possession
of controlled substance from receiving permit; whether trial court improperly
substituted its judgment for that of board following board’s determination that
applicant was suitable person to obtain pistol permit.

Tajay H. v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 914
U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. v. Black (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 905
Vacirca v. Zoning Board of Appeals (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 919
V. V. v. E. V. (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 915
Winakor v. Savalle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 773

Breach of contract; claim that defendant violated Home Improvement Act (§ 20-418
et seq.); certification from Appellate Court; whether Appellate Court correctly
concluded that Home Improvement Act did not apply to defendant’s work because
that work fell within new home exception (§ 20-419 (4) (A)) set forth in Home
Improvement Act.

Zubrowski v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 908


